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UTILITIB. TBLBCOMKUKICATIOM. COUMCIL

Iatere.tl National representative on communications matters
for the nation's electric, gas, water and steam utilities,
and natural gas pipelines. (1)

I. furtber forbearaace warraat.dl

• UTC urg•• the Commis.ion to impose as few Title II
provisions as possible on CMRS providers. (3)

Defiaitioa of "._11"1

• UTC oppo.e. income and net worth standards to determine
whether an entity is entitled to reliet trom Title II
obligations, unless the standard separates the CMRS
provider trom an attiliated non-communications
organization. (3)

• UTC supports measurement factors based on objective
factors indicating relative size ot comaercial
communications being ottered, such as average revenues
per CMRS subscriber or percentage of interconnected
traffic being carried by a licensee on a CMRS basis.
(4)
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nT.BY COIOlUllICATIO.I 8YI'1'JDI, IlfC.

Int.r••t: Automated Maritime Telecommunications System
licensee. Provides telecommunication service to the maritime
industry operatinq alonq the inland waterway transportation
network.

I. furth.r forbearano. warranted:

• Urges the Commission to forebear from Title II
requlation for Automated Maritime Telecommunications
Service providers with reqard to Section 226 of the Act,
which implements TOCSIA. (2)

• Believes that enforcement of Section 226 is not
necessary to a••ura charqa., practice., classifications
or requlation. are just, rea.onable and non
discriminatory and is not necessary for consumer
protection. (4)

Arque. that pa•••ng.r us. of the WATERCOM system i.
e.timat.d to account for 1... than l' of call.
through the WATERCOM .ystem. (4)

As.ert. that the OSP .nvironm.nt addr••••d in
TOCSIA and de.cribed in the Commis.ion's notice is
far different from the maritime (and qeneral
mobile) environment. (5)

Points out that WATERCOM i. a facilities-based
carrier that provid.. the .s.ential service link
b.tw.en v••••l and shor.. To the extent that
WATERCOM i. d•••ed to provide an OSP function to
the itin.rant user, it doe. so in order to recover
charge. for the radiolink service. (5)

Argue. that WATERCOM'S telephone. are clearly
identified, either on the tel.phone unit or on the
in.truction car. in the stateroom. of crui.e ship.
and that the rate. are .tated, and in any event are
available from the WATERCOM operator. WATERCOM's
schedule of charqes provide. alternative rate. for
connection to a landline 800- number, from which a
cu.tomer can reach his IXC of choice, and for end
to-end service. (6)

State. that enforcing TOCSIA again.t Automated
Maritim. Telecommunications Service providers would
be the epitome of futility from the perspective of
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insuring charges, practices, classifications and
requlations are just, reasonable and non
discriminatory. (6)

Ass.rts that havinq only one element of a through
service tariffed is wholly meaningle.s and affords
the Co.-ission no opportunity for oversight of
rates and practices. (7)

• Maintains that WATERCOM is sUbject to effective
constraints assurinq that its rates and charges are
reasonable. (7)

WATERCOM's rates and rate structure must be
maintained at a reasonable level in order to
satisfy the mariti.. operating industry which
compris•• 99' of WATERCOM's volume of traffic. (7)

If WATERCOM's rates were unrea.onable, the crui••
and other v••••l op.rators would r.ceiv. cu.tom.r
complaints. Therefore, WATERCOM must be sen.itive
to as.ure that it doe. not create ill will for its
ho.t vessel operators. (7-S)

Arques that the marketplace ••rve. a. an efficient
requlator of rates and practice.; and Commi.sion
requlation is appropriate only where the
marketplace doe. not constrain service providers.
(S)

• Believe. that the co.t of TOCSIA compliance cannot be
recouped and that the enforc..ent of TOCSIA would
require WATERCOM to abandon its public access service.
(S)

The retrofittin9 coats far surpasa the marginal
incremental revenu.. earned from s.rvinq this
category of user. (S)

Increasing rat.s for this ••rvic. to cover TOCSIA
co.t. would not be acceptable in the marketplace
nor consonant with the pUblic interest. (S-9)
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_JG KARITBL CORPORATIOR

ID~eres~: Provider of pUblic coast station services.

Is fur~ber for~..r.Dce .arr.D~e4:

• Asserts that further forbearance of Title II prov1s1ons
for the pUblic coast station industry is warranted and
just in view of past restrictive regulation and its
damaging effect on the industry. (4)

• Argue. that becau.e of the forbearance of Title II
provisions achieved in the earlier rule.aking and
further modification to the Commission's operational and
technical rules, public coast stations may re-gain some
lost ground and once aqain flourish. (4)

• Selieves that the unique and specialized nature of
public coast service warrants further forbearance of the
TRS provisions. (7)

• Suggests that contracting TRS services through a state
certified program is cost prohibitive. (7)

• Notes that unlike other CMRS providers, hearing or
speech impaired mariners who may wish to communicate to
a party on land, specifically to convey distress or
emergency, have other adequate means to communicate. (8)

• Asserts that because public coast station service is
initiated from a VHF marine radio, not provided by, or
owned and controlled by, a pUblic coast station
licensee, public coast stations are not "agqregators"
under the meaning of TOCSIA prOVisions. Therefore,
TOCSIA provisions do not apply to pUblic coast stations.
(9)

• Requests the co..ission to find that, as a class, public
coast stations are "••all" CMRS providers, and to
forebear from applying Title II regulation to the
maximum extent possible. (5)

• In the alternative, suggests that the co..ission adopt a
variation of its proposal to review CMRS providers for
eligibility for forbearance by numbers of channels. (5)
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Specifically asserts that rather than usinq an
analysis based strictly on the number of channels,
the Commission should qrant further forbearance to
services based on the percentaqe of spectrum the
class of service has been allotted in the market.
(5)

Believes that the number of channels a service
controls will directly correspond to its ability to
control the market. (5)

Arques that further forbearance should apply when a
CMRS provider controls less than 25' of the total
spectrum. (5)

Maintains that this proposal is similar to the
co..ission's policies on dominant and non-dominant
co..on carriers. In that context, the Commission
forbears or adjusts the application of so.e Title
II provision. to carriers that "lack the market
power nece.sary to sustain price. either
unreasonably above or below costs." (6)


